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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address — 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )KI Responsive to communication(s) filed on 09 September 2009 . 
2a )□ This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-19 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) ^ Claim(s) 6,7,9-11 and 13-19 is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1,4 and 5 is/are rejected. 

7) |KI Claim(s) 2 and 3 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) Q The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attach ment(s) 

1) ^| Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 5 ) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments regarding claim 4 and 5 are persuasive thus prosecution is 
reopened. Applicant's arguments regarding the access points being "controlled by the 
gateways" are semi-persuasive so the examiner also takes the opportunity to address 
that issue in a different way. 

If the examiner is to take applicant's dictionary definition given on page 1 3 of appeal 
brief, the examiner does not see how the GAN is not a gateway. In order to connect to 
IP network 90, there is no choice but to go through GAN 100 as that is the only 
"entrance" available. 

Furthermore, the DI.R 50 thai the Examiner culls, a gateway eamiot perform those 
functions. It must be noted that Chang does not refer to the DLR 50, or to any other device, as a 
gateway. Presumably then, the Examiner averts thai the DLR 50 is disclosed as performing the 
functions of a gateway. In order to aet as a gateway, a device must pass information between two 
different networks, Chang simply describes the DLR 50 as "functioning like an HLR/LWe 

ilw 1 123. Ilia • DLR 50 oreiy provides hx mm into n me the DLR never operates as a 

gateway. The fact that neither the OAK nor the DLR performs the functions of a gateway 
indie tt. t t t 0k < o nh'm « on o th< tve< co npow nto similarly fails to discJost >r si gg{ t t 

The DLR is combined with the GAN as one unit (see paragraph 23). Thus the combined 
entity passes data. 
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fr ordei to bolsset the ejection the Examiner cited I S Pa?em No *56 339 to Nam 
thereinafter "Nam"}. Psvliminaritv. it mas* be recount «;d that Nam has not been cited as a part 
oi ny rejection il is thet ! i iit< t N„rn fa - b < n tni I need , ovtde ene! 

background information regarding the state of the act, However, the mere fact thai Nam 
describes its CAN as a gateway does not in any way imply that the CAN of Chang should be 
interpreted as such. As noted above, a GAM is defined smipty as a "General ATM switch 
Network." and such a network in genera! does not imply the roe or the functions of a gateway. 
The fact that the Examiner has found one i ferem AhteioGn b< aGAN . (gateway does 
notmdu.n hat ai V nciudeo function o gateways tht etwi ! inN.mi 

directed toward the particular goals of Nam's invention nod has little bennng on Chang (and even 
lew bearing on the present invention). Absent any further description, a GAN is simply a type of 
ootvhed tt a ,\<<tt .illnnn ,d, ^ f g tt.-w.u UrMiuiuN mphe<. 

The examiner disagrees that Nam provides "general background information regarding 
the state of the art". The fact is that the Nam patent is from the same assignee and 
contains the exact same fig. 1 as does Chang. Nam terms a GAN a gateway thus the 
examiner considers the GAN a gateway. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 
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1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

3. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

2004/0203771 A1 to Chang et al in view of 2008/01 19184 A1 to Rebo et al and 

2002/01 3751 8 to Achour 

For claim 1 , Chang et al. disclose a communication system comprising: 
A gateway (50) connected to a wired network (see fig. 1 and paragraph 23) 
A plurality of access points associated with and controlled by the gateway (20a/20p) 
wherein each access point is configured to wireless communicate with and receive 
association requests from wireless clients for connection to the wired network through 
the access point (300) to send session information requests to the gateway in response 
to received association requests (302) and to process session information setting 
commands received from gateway (304) 

wherein the gateway is configured to maintain session information that exists for 
each wireless client connected to the wired network through an access point associated 
with the gateway (302/304 and see abstract) and to respond to a session information 
request from a given access point by providing that access point with currently existing 
session information if any maintained by the gateway for the wireless client requesting 
association with the access point (304). 

For claim 1 , Chang discloses all the subject matter of the claimed invention 
except the session information including a session key. In an analogous art, Rebo et al. 
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disclose session information including a session key being distributed to access points 
(abstract). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine this teaching with the invention as modified by incorporating the 
security teachings of Rebo but instead distributing the session information through a 
central gateway (Chang) rather than a distributed manner. The motivation for the 
combination is the use of a known technique (distribution of session keys) to improve a 
similar system (wireless communications in the same way (improved security). 

Chang as modified isn't completely clear on the gateway controlling the access 
points. However Chang does disclose a base station manager controlling access points 
(30), but does not disclose the base station manager is part of the gateway. However in 
an analogous art Achour does disclose a base station manager in a gateway (70 in 40). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine the teachings of Achour with Chang as modified by putting the BSM in the 
gateway. The motivation for the combination is a simple substitution of one element 
(BSM outside) for another (BSM inside gateway) to yield predictable results (Achour 
shows to implement internal BSM thus combination is predictable). 
6. Claims 4-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chang et al. in view of Rebo as applied to claim 1 and further in view of U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2002/0041590 A1 to Donovan. 

Regarding claims 4 and 5, Chang et al. does not disclose a trusted connection 
comprising either physical security or encryption between a gateway and access point. 
However in an analogous art, Donovan discloses securing network connection through 
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physical security (paragraph 44). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of invention to combine the teachings of Donovan and Chang as 
modified by securing the connection between GAN and access points with physical 
security in order to provide a secure connection. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
4. Claims 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 13-19 are allowed. Claims 2 and 3 objected to as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening 
claims. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to NATHAN MITCHELL whose telephone number is 
(571 )270-31 1 7. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lester Kincaid can be reached on (571)272-7922. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




/Nathan Mitchell/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2617 
12/18/2009 



/Lester Kincaid/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2617 



